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ABSTRACT 
 
This study examined the relationship among seven QSR attribute factors that impact QSR selection 
decisions. The seven factors are described as quality indicators, setting, marketing, price/value indicators, dietary 
considerations, access issues and special promotion. Gender, age and dining frequency were shown to impact the 
strength of the relationship with many of these factors. The results of this study provide valuable information for 
practitioners involved in QSR concept planning and operations management. The findings support the need of 
researchers to evaluate and control key customer variables in service encounter research.  
 
Keywords: QSR; Restaurant selection attributes; Gender; Age; Dining frequency. 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
In today’s competitive marketplace, restaurant customers have a plethora of restaurant choices. To survive 
in this environment, restaurateurs need to practice a strong customer-driven orientation and satisfy customer’s needs 
more effectively than the competition. Many studies have considered the relation between restaurant performance 
and customer’s needs or satisfaction. While satisfying customers is one of restaurant managers and owners main 
goals, there is no clear-cut formula to achieve this. Various methods have been tested in relationship to customer 
satisfaction including food quality, atmosphere or service quality. A study by Sulek and Hensley (2004) indicated 
that customer satisfaction in the restaurant industry is of critical importance, as evidenced by 90% of unsatisfied 
customers never returning to the dining establishment. Customer satisfaction has also been shown to determine the 
longevity and financial success of a restaurant (Crotts and Pan, 2007). 
 
Therefore, restaurant managers have to know the reasons why customers choose a certain restaurant. This 
need is true for all segments of the industry as restaurant choice criteria has been shown to vary by restaurant type 
(Njite, Dunn and Kim, 2008), trends (Parsa et al., 2005), demographics (Knutson, 2000; Moschins, 2003), and other 
characteristics (Gupta, et al., 2007; Towers and Pratten, 2003). These considerations are no truer than in the quick 
service restaurant (QSR) segment. Only by knowing restaurant choice criteria can managers of QSRs appropriately 
allocate scarce resources for maximum benefit in meeting customer expectations. Therefore, this study investigates 
the attribute contribution for a variety of factors impacting QSR customer choice decisions. In addition, the study 
considers the impact of choice preferences by gender, age group and dining frequency. Given the increasingly 
competitive and turbulent nature of the current restaurant environment, this issue is a primary one for business 
success and survival.  
1
Harrington et al.: QSR Choice: Key Restaurant Attributes
Published by ScholarWorks@UMass Amherst, 2010
 LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
Recently, several research studies have been directed toward evaluating restaurant attributes and consumer 
satisfaction. Muller (1999) suggested restaurants were, first and foremost, retailers that offer time and customer 
experience. Furthermore, the study indicated restaurant organizations are consumer-driven brands that have systems 
to support knowledge-based managers. This orientation is thought to assist them in finding their competitive edge, 
based on a point of differentiation for the consumer (Muller, 1999). Parsa et al. (2005) indicated that successful 
restaurant owners are likely to create a well-defined and researched concept. In the highly competitive and saturated 
restaurant industry, understanding targeted consumer needs and wants is critical for successful management.  
 
Not surprisingly, good food has consistently been shown as a basic criterion for choosing a restaurant 
(Sulek and Hensley, 2004). But, good service and a pleasant setting are also important attributes in a full-service 
restaurant (Susskind and Chan, 2000). While food quality is commonly depicted as the most important factor 
influencing repeat purchase intentions in full-service restaurants, waiting-time has been shown as a critical attribute 
in quick service restaurants (Davies and Vollmann, 1990). In general, the critical factors determining restaurant 
customers’ repeat visits include food quality, appropriate cost and attentive service (Gupta et al., 2007) with taste 
and presentation as important aspects of consumer satisfaction (Namkung and Jang, 2007).  
 
When consumers evaluate food quality, they judge a variety of factors including food safety, appeal, and 
dietary acceptability (Sulek and Hensley, 2004). Food safety relates to issues, such as undercooked food and food-
borne illnesses. Restaurant customers are more and more aware of and concerned about the safety of the food they 
consume. The cleanliness of the operation in general and in QSRs in particular (i.e. McDonald’s) has been an 
important indicator of overall quality by the consumer (Knutson, 2000). Food appeal relates to aspects such as taste, 
presentation, temperature and size of the food portion. Dietary characteristics are becoming progressively more 
important for restaurants because consumers are more worried about healthy food that is low in calories, fat or 
carbohydrates, as well as vegetarian and vegan meals (Siguaw and Enz, 1999). Dietary characteristics is particularly 
important given about 30% of adults will acquire an allergy in their lifetime to food such as peanuts, milk or 
shellfish, and it is suggested that this number is increasing (Towers and Pratten, 2003). 
 
Consumers’ perception of how the service employee cares for them also affects customer satisfaction 
(Smith et al., 1999). While limited service restaurants such as QSRs provide more product and less traditional 
service (on a product-service continuum), the speed and effectiveness of this limited service is still important. 
Knutson’s (1988) study indicated that the underlying factors that drive customer satisfaction in restaurants are 
employee greeting, restaurant atmosphere, speed of service and convenience.  
 
The availability of senior-citizen discounts, being a comfortable place to socialize, close travel distance and 
peer recommendations are the most important considerations for 55+ year old consumers patronizing specific 
restaurants (Moschis et al., 2003). Hu et al. (2008) investigated senior citizens’ perceptions of service level 
differences in quick service, casual dining and fine dining sectors. Results indicated substantial differences in 
service quality expectations (across sectors) and perceived value for this demographic group. 
 
The study by Taylor and Long-Tolbert (2002) suggests that coupon promotion is a powerful marketing tool 
in developing relationships with existing customers because coupons increase sales during the promotion phase; in 
addition, it is less expensive than attracting new customers. The customers have already become familiar with the 
restaurant and this is merely a form of up selling without being obtrusive. Outback Steakhouse Korea created a 
competitive advantage by developing customer value through their site selection strategy that developed restaurants 
located closer to targeted customers (Enz, 2008). 
 
Based on previous research, greater insight into restaurant customers’ usage patterns and benefit rankings 
should enable restaurant organizations to better develop resource allocations, marketing strategies and management 
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 plans to capture and retain a larger share of the defined target market for their fine-dining restaurant concepts. 
Consequently, restaurant managers can focus more strategically on their target markets within their operations and 
marketing activities. Therefore, the purpose of this study is to determine which attributes impact and influence a 
customer’s choice when considering quick service restaurants. Specifically, QSR users are described in terms of 
restaurant characteristics representing the benefits desired and are associated with key demographic and behavioral 
categories which best describe consumers so they can be more easily reached by restaurant management.  
 
Hypotheses 
 
Previous research has suggested the importance of several determinant attributes for restaurants. These 
categories can be summarized as communication, food, service, setting and value/convenience. While earlier 
research provides evidence of key attributes and common categories, little research has been accomplished to 
distinguish market segment differences in the QSR setting (to describe target markets and how to more easily reach 
them).  
 
Gender is commonly included in marketing research questionnaires, but results have been conflicting on 
the power to predict choice and relationships in hospitality service encounters (Poria, 2008). While previous studies 
have provided conflicting results, the authors chose to follow Poria’s (2008) results and hypothesize differences 
between genders on the perceived levels of importance of QSR attributes. Specifically: 
 
H1: The importance level of key QSR attributes will vary by gender. 
 
Age is a frequently used variable in marketing research and is commonly included in questionnaires 
concerning restaurant selection/satisfaction. Age has been shown to impact the importance of various restaurant 
attributes (e.g., Moschis et al., 2003). Thus, because age groups will vary in terms of values, disposable income, and 
life experiences, we hypothesize that age will impact the importance of key QSR attributes. Formally stated: 
 
H2: The importance level of key QSR attributes will vary by age. 
 
Dining frequency of the customer is a commonly used customer behavior representing possible benefits 
that may impact the importance level of QSR attributes. This variable is often described by other related terms such 
as involvement (Gursoy and Gavcar, 2003). One benefit which this variable surrogates in a restaurant setting is “the 
desire not to cook and wash dishes as frequently as possible”. In other words, dining frequency is driven by 
differences in needs, values and interests of individuals. These individual differences are also likely to impact 
decision making behavior with perceived differences in value placed on key restaurant attributes (e.g., Varki and 
Wong, 2003). Specifically, we hypothesize: 
 
H3: The importance level of key QSR attributes will vary by QSR dining frequency. 
 
METHOD 
To assess restaurant selection factors, the authors used a survey methodology and collected 784 completed 
surveys from respondents. Following the data collection methods used by earlier authors in this area (e.g., Chung 
and Hoffman, 1998), the authors gathered the data using the following procedures. Respondents were contacted 
through a convenience sampling procedure using a questionnaire developed by the authors. Age categories made up 
the following percentage in the sample: 18-24 years (53% of sample), 25-34 years (25% of sample), 35-49 years 
(14% of sample) and 50 years or more (8% of sample). The gender of the respondents was 49.9% male and 51.1% 
female. This appears to be representative in national reports for patrons of QSR for the regional norms in question 
(Deloitte and Touche, 2007). The data was collected from one metropolitan area in the Southwestern United States. 
Participants were contacted at predetermined locations: shopping malls and local attractions. 
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 The survey included 27 items (with a 5-point scale, 1 = not important and 5 = very important) that were 
determined by the authors as potentially important selection factors based on the literature review and a focus group 
discussion on key selection factors. This methodology allowed the authors to report results based on overall factors 
as well as to differentiate key factors across diners based on age, gender and dining frequency. 
 
Tests 
SPSS v. 15 was used to run linear regression statistical tests on the data. Upon obtaining the residuals, 
extensive data analysis was carried out. Specifically, the authors first checked whether the homogeneity property 
was satisfied (Levene’s test). The authors continued by checking if interdependence among the predictors was 
present, i.e., checking for multicollinearity using VIF’s. Finally, using the standard Shapiro-Wilkes statistic, it was 
confirmed that the normality assumption was not violated. The diagnostic analysis ended by testing for outliers 
applying the usual deleted student tests and the Cook’s distance. These analyses showed no evidence suggesting any 
violations of the assumptions of the modeling process that was used.  
 
Independent variables. To test the hypotheses, three independent variables were included in the tests: 
gender, age and frequency of fine dining. Because gender is a commonly used variable in marketing research, 
gender was included in all tests as the first independent variable in the regression equation. Gender is a nominal data 
variable and was dummy coded for females, 0, and for males, 1 (Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994). It has been shown 
that age is an important predictor variable in restaurant choice research. Earlier research suggests mixed results 
based on age groups (e.g., Moschis et al., 2003). Therefore, age was used in test one for this study and was entered 
as the actual age in years, a metric variable, for each respondent. Frequency of consumer fine dining appears in 
previous research as an important benefit and descriptor variable for restaurant choice and certainly must be 
considered. Respondents were asked to indicate their dining frequency ranging from “one or fewer times per year”, 
“two or more times per year”, “one or more times per month” or “one or more times per week”. These measures 
were coded using a 4-point scale ranging from least frequent (1) to most frequent (4) dining behavior.  
 
Dependent variables. Restaurant attributes were categorized by factors and utilized as dependent variables 
for QSR customers. Because of the exploratory nature of the items in this study, the initial factors were derived 
through a principal component solution. The terminal solution utilized a varimax rotation. Because the criterion of 
independence was not as strong a motivator for this choice, varimax rotation was used for ease of interpretation as it 
provides the simplifying assumption of orthogonality (Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994). The inclusion of an item was 
based on the following criteria: factor loading > .40, Eigenvalues > 1.00, an inspection of the scree plot and the 
authors’ interpretation of the factor meaning (Rahim and Magner, 1995). Two of the original 27 survey items were 
excluded from the final model due to unclear and low loading values on multiple factors. Therefore, the final model 
consisted of 7 factors using 25 questionnaire items included in this study. 
 
The rotated solution of the principal component analysis is shown in Table 1 along with a short description 
of each item. From this solution, seven factors emerged that provided interpretable variables with appropriate 
reliability measures. The seven-component solution accounted for 58.8% of the total variance. The factors included: 
Quality indicators (5 items), Setting (4 items), Marketing (4 items), Price/Value indicators (6 items), Dietary 
considerations (3 items), Access issues (2 items) and Special promotion (1 item). The value for each dependent 
variable (factor) was calculated as the summed score for all items in each component. Table 1 provides a listing of 
items in each factor, the loadings, percentage of variance explained, the mean and ranking of each variable by level 
of importance. 
 
The “Quality indicators” factor (1) contained 5 items. This measure explained 24% of the total variance. 
Variables included in this factor were cleanliness, quality of food, food is safe, quality of service and friendliness of 
staff. The “Setting” factor (2) contained 4 items and explained 8.5% of the total variance. Variables included in this 
factor were atmosphere of the restaurant, interior design, noise level that allows good conversation and privacy. The 
“Marketing” factor explained 6.5% of the total variance and contained 4 survey items. Variables included in this 
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 factor were reputation of the restaurant, food guide ratings, recent reviews in newspapers or magazines and 
advertisements. The fourth factor (Price/Value indicators) contained 6 items and explained 6% of the total variance. 
It included variety of menu, innovative menu items, speed of service, value of the food and drinks, value of the total 
experience and price. The “Dietary considerations” factor explained 5.2% of total variance with 3 items including 
food is authentic, flexibility for dietary requests and healthy alternatives. “Access issues” was the sixth factor that 
included 2 items (close travel distance and convenience of parking) and explained 4.5% of total variance. The final 
factor contained one item and was described as “Special promotion” explaining 4.2% of total variance. 
 
Table 1 
Principle Components of Important QSR Attributes (after Varimax Rotation), Means and Rank 
 
Items and Principle 
Components 
Loadings % 
Variance 
Explained 
Mean Rank 
Quality Indicators  24   
Cleanliness .72  4.49 2 
Quality of food .69  4.48 3 
Food is safe .67  4.62 1 
Quality of Service .60  4.21 6 
Friendliness of staff .55  4.20 7 
Setting  8.5   
Atmosphere of rest. .57  3.72 14 
Interior design of rest. .72  3.31 19 
Privacy .69  3.26 22 
Noise levels allows for good 
conversation 
.61  3.37 17 
Marketing  6.5   
Reputation of the restaurant .42  3.74 12 
Ratings in food guides .78  2.72 23 
Recent reviews .87  2.60 25 
Advertisements .72  2.64 24 
Price/Value  6.0   
Variety of menu .43  4.04 9 
Innovative items .46  3.49 16 
Speed of service .64  4.24 4 
Value of food and drink .66  4.24 5 
Value of experience .57  3.96 11 
Price .47  4.15 8 
Dietary Considerations  5.2   
Food is authentic .45  3.73 13 
Flexibility for dietary 
requests 
.85  3.26 21 
Healthy alternatives .83  3.53 15 
Access  4.5   
Close travel distance .79  4.02 10 
Convenient parking .57  3.30 20 
Special Promotion  4.2   
Special promos   3.36 18 
 
5
Harrington et al.: QSR Choice: Key Restaurant Attributes
Published by ScholarWorks@UMass Amherst, 2010
 To summarize the average level of importance of QSR attributes across all participants in this study is 
demonstrated in Table 2 which contains the attributes by mean level of importance: very important (mean = 4 or 
higher), moderately important (mean = 3 to 3.99), and less important (mean = less than 3.00). Based on this 
categorization, 10 items are defined as being very important for the QSR customer: Food is safe, Cleanliness, 
Quality of food, Speed of service, Perceived value of food and drink, Quality of Service, Friendliness of staff, Price, 
Variety of menu and Close travel distance. Twelve items or attributes were perceived as moderately important 
across participants, and three items were perceived as less important for QSR selection decisions. The next section 
provides results on if and how these perceptions vary by gender, age and QSR dining frequency. 
 
Table 2 
QSR Attributes by Level of Importance 
 
Very Important 
Food is safe 
Cleanliness 
Quality of food 
Speed of service 
Perceived value of food and drink 
Quality of Service 
Friendliness of staff 
Price 
Variety of menu 
Close travel distance 
Moderately Important 
Perceived value of the experience 
Reputation of the restaurant 
Food authenticity 
Atmosphere of the restaurant 
Healthy food alternatives 
Innovative menu items 
Noise level allows for good conversation 
Special promotions 
Interior design of the restaurant 
Convenience of parking 
Flexibility for dietary needs 
Dining privacy 
Less Important 
Ratings in food guides 
Magazine or newspaper advertisements 
Recent reviews in newspapers or magazines 
 
RESULTS 
 
The study uses linear regression to evaluate the direct effects of customer characteristics on QSR attribute 
importance. For all tests shown, the dependent variable was one of the seven attribute factors shown in Table 1 and 
the independent variables were gender, age and dining frequency. Results are shown in Table 3 with standardized 
Beta coefficients reported to maintain a common scale for interpretation. 
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 Results of the seven attribute factors regressed on gender, age and fine dining frequency provide six 
equations with significant F values: Quality indicators (F = 12.95, p < .001), Setting (F =10.09, p < .001), Marketing 
(F = 3.56, p < .01), Price/Value indicators (F = .94, NS), Dietary considerations (F = 6.66, p < .001), Access (F = 
3.84, p < .01), and Special promotions (F = 3.10, p < .05). The equations with the Quality indicators (R = .22, 
Adjusted R2 = .04), Setting (R = .19, Adjusted R2 = .03), and Dietary considerations (R = .16, Adjusted R2 = .02) 
factors had the highest R and R2 values. 
 
Table 3 
Direct Effects of Factors regressed on Independent Variables 
 
 
Variables 
Quality 
Indicators 
 
Setting 
 
Mkting 
Price/ 
Value 
Dietary 
Considerations 
 
Access 
Special 
Promotions 
Gender -.19*** -.12*** .01 -.06 -.13*** -.05 .04 
Age .11** .16*** .10** .00 .07+ .11** .10** 
Dining  
Frequency 
-.10** -.03 .04 -.03 .05 -.02 .01 
F 12.95*** 10.09*** 3.56** .94 6.66*** 3.84** 3.10* 
R .22 .19 .12 .06 .16 .12 .11 
R2 .05 .04 .02 .00 .03 .02 .01 
R2 Adj. .04 .03 .01 .00 .02 .01 .01 
*** p < .001; **p <0.01; *p < 0.05; +p < 0.10 All betas are standardized 
 
Gender  
Because females were coded as the reference group (0), the results can be interpreted as differences 
between the female reference and male respondents. Thus, a negative value indicates males rate the importance of a 
restaurant attribute category as less important. 
  
As shown in Table 3, hypothesis 1 received strong support for several attribute factors. The results provide 
three statistically significant and negative betas. The regression equations with dependent variables of Quality 
indicators, Setting and Dietary considerations factors provided significant results with the gender dummy. The 
significant negative relationships among gender and factors are: Quality indicators (ß = -.19 p < .001), Setting (ß = -
.12, p < .001), and Dietary considerations (ß = -.13 p < .001). The results indicate females rated Quality indicator 
attributes, Setting attributes and Dietary attributes as more important than their male counterparts in the QSR 
segment.  
 
Age  
Age was entered as the actual age of each respondent. As shown in Table 3, hypothesis 2 received strong 
support. The results provide six statistically significant relationships. There was a significant positive relationship 
among age and Quality indicators (ß = .11, p < .01), Setting (ß = .16, p < .001), Marketing (ß = .10 p < .01), Dietary 
considerations (ß = .07, p < .10), Access (ß = .11, p < .01), and Special promotions (ß = .10, p < .01). One of these 
direct relationships with age was only a marginally significant result (Dietary). Based on these relationships, older 
participants placed greater importance on Quality indicators, Setting, Marketing, Dietary considerations, Access, and 
Special promotions than did their younger counterparts. 
 
Dining frequency  
As shown in Table 3, hypothesis 3 received little support. The results provide only one statistically 
significant and negative relationship: Quality indicators (ß = -.10, p < .01). A negative value indicates higher dining 
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 frequency respondents rate the importance of this attribute category as less important than low frequency QSR 
diners.  
DISCUSSION 
 
The findings in this study provide areas of interest and implications for practitioners involved in both QSR 
concept development and QSR operations management. Specifically, the results provide important implications for 
QSR planning and operations with 1) a top ten list of individual attributes defined as very important across the 
participants in this study, 2) seven attribute factors that explained a substantial portion of the variance in decision 
factors across the study’s sample and 3) key differences in the importance of these factors by targeted groups based 
on age, gender or dining frequency. 
 
In terms of individual attributes, this study supported earlier studies indicating the general importance of 
the following QSR attributes: 1) food safety, 2) restaurant cleanliness, 3) food quality, 4) speed of service, 5) 
perceived value of the food and drink items, 6) quality of service, 7) staff friendliness, 8) price, 9) variety of menu 
and 10) close travel distance. In this study, these 10 elements were defined as very important for customers making 
dining decisions at QSRs.  
 
The implications for this finding in regard to QSR concept development is that these areas should be in the 
forefront of the concept development process and lead strategic planners to ask: How does the proposed concept 
address these key QSR attributes? How can we use innovative methods to address common complaints from internal 
or external customers in relation to these attributes? And, how should we allocate resources in regard to these 
attributes to maximize a potential competitive advantage and increase the likelihood of success of a new QSR 
concept?  
 
At the operations level, managers should place primary importance on these ten attributes in terms of 
training, hiring decision-making and reward systems. While operating a restaurant has been described as similar to 
operating a hot dog stand combined with a high wire act (Kuh, 2001), this quote implicitly speaks to the complex 
nature of successful restaurant operation with many elements needing to be dealt with simultaneously. But, while 
these ten items appear to be key in the mind of consumers, earlier research suggests a general lack of congruence 
between consumers’ perceptions of attribute importance and managements’ assessment of attribute importance 
(Nation’s Restaurant News, 2005). Therefore, managers that provide a clear focus on these attributes are likely to 
successfully address the Pareto Principle or 80/20 rule – i.e. “80% of the trouble comes from 20% of the problems” 
(Scholtes, 1993: 2-9). This implies that if management concentrates on the ‘vital few’ sources of problems (i.e. the 
ten QSR attributes described in this study) one will eliminate the majority of troubles and avoid being distracted by 
those problems of lesser importance. 
 
 The seven attribute factors explained nearly 60% of the total variance in responses by participants in this 
study. This finding supports the importance of these key factors as part of the QSR selection process. The “quality 
indicator” factor was by far the most important to QSR selection by participants in this study. The key quality 
indicators and drivers of a QSR selection were cleanliness, quality of food, food safety perception, quality of service 
and the friendliness of staff. As with the top ten list of attributes, managements’ focus on these initial decision 
factors will provide substantial benefits with increased revenue, return customers and ultimately profits. Other key 
factors include restaurant setting, marketing, price/value indicators, dietary considerations, access and special 
promotions.  
 
Setting was deemed as the second most important factor in QSR selection. The restaurant setting and its 
importance in full-service situations has longstanding anecdotal and empirical support (Knutson, 1988).  The 
outcome of restaurant setting as the second most important factor in QSR selection may speak to what might be 
called the ‘trickle down’ effect of restaurant concept setting expectations to more economical levels of the restaurant 
industry. This trickledown effect has long been demonstrated in the food side of the business (NDP Group, 2004); 
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 but, this finding sheds light on the effect this has on other elements which create a total guest experience in the QSR 
segment. 
 
Primary attributes that made up the marketing factor in driving QSR selection were a combination of paid 
advertisements and other promotional communications such as restaurant reputation, reviews and food guide ratings. 
This finding speaks to the value of more localized marketing efforts (i.e. local reputation of the restaurant, rating 
programs, local reviews, etc.) combined with national marketing programs supported by national chains (i.e. 
advertising).  
 
The price/value indicators provide support for a connection among price, speed of service and food value 
and also for the importance of QSR food innovations, menu variety and the value of the entire dining experience. 
Here again, this finding provides evidence of the growing demands in the QSR segment by consumers and 
heightened expectations of food creativity as well as providing a quality experience to be competitive. 
 
Dietary considerations, access and special promotions factors rounded out the key attribute factors. While 
these were perceived as the bottom three in importance, the dietary considerations factor provides an intriguing 
element. More traditional concepts of dietary considerations include attributes such as flexibility for dietary requests 
and healthy alternatives. The finding of these items as important attributes is not surprising given the aging of the 
US population, growing concerns regarding obesity and growing numbers of the population with food allergies and 
diabetes (Barrows and Powers, 2009; Towers and Pratten, 2003). Food authenticity was an interesting attribute 
included in consumers’ perceptions of dietary considerations. This finding mirrors the growing concern for 
sustainable food practices, local foods and a less ‘homogenized’ dining experience as a whole (Santich, 2004; Wolf, 
2006).  
 
In regard to target marketing, the results of this study provide practitioners with valuable information on 
differences in the perceived importance of key attribute factors based on gender, age and dining frequency in the 
QSR segment. These findings provide valuable ammunition for the consideration of key target market characteristics 
to ensure a fit between restaurant attributes and expectations of targeted customers. Targeting a female market 
segment requires greater emphasis on quality indicator attributes, restaurant setting requirements and dietary 
considerations. The greater importance of these attribute factors was true of older QSR patrons, as well as a greater 
importance placed on marketing efforts, enticing promotions and convenient access to the restaurant. Gender and 
age are very visible demographic characteristics. Training programs devised to enhance an understanding of the 
greater needs and expectations of these targeted groups will provide QSR operations with greater success in serving 
their needs. Firms that address these higher expectations during concept development or create a culture of service 
reorientation toward a more individualized co-creation approach to service (e.g., Chathoth, 2008) in the QSR 
segment should achieve big dividends with greater customer loyalty and a competitive advantage for attracting these 
key target market groups. Further, communications need to identify the attributes (benefits) important to these 
targeted QSR diners. 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
The results of this study have empirically tested the relationships between some key consumer 
characteristics and behaviors associated with important attributes for QSR choice. A central issue is that this paper 
provides evidence to support some of the previous research and confirm some of the lay hypotheses held by 
restaurateurs. The importance of key attributes in general and the variety of benefits related to key consumer 
characteristics for QSRs provides substantial managerial direction for resource allocation decisions in the field. A 
conspicuous contribution to this paper furthering the study of QSR attributes is that the findings suggest vital areas 
to address in concept development and on-going QSR operations. Matching the consumers’ bundle of key benefits 
with the appropriate resource provision provides an opportunity to maximize value for the guest as suggested in the 
discussion.  
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 FUTURE RESEARCH AND LIMITIATIONS 
 
While this study considered age, gender and frequency of dining as important characteristics relating to 
QSR attributes, other demographic variables such as family size, life cycle, income and education level may also 
have critical affects on the perceived importance of QSR attributes and should be controlled for in future research. 
Of course, the geographic location, distance and type of community may also play a substantial role in attribute 
importance and, thus, decisions for QSRs. One might also wish to consider psychographic or life style variables for 
inclusion in future research. While this study considered perceived importance of attributes in a general sense, future 
studies should consider the impact of these attributes tied to actual experiences (positive or negative) by the 
respondents to verify the behavioral component of consumers.  
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